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EDITORIAL. 
CLEARNESS AND UNIFORMITY IN NEUROLOGICAL DESCRIPTIONS. 
In  the review of Haller’s work on the fish-brain in another 
column of this number Professor Edinger, of the editorial staff 
of this JOURNAL, makes a number of suggestions which we 
deem of great practicalimportance and which we commend to the 
careful consideration of our readers. The writer takes the more 
pleasure in calling attention to these incisive criticisms of neu- 
rological writings because he himself has fallen under the lash 
of the same criticism in a recent work of Dr. Edinger. This 
criticism he thought not wholly deserved, yet, as a sinner in 
these directions, he may appropriately exhort fellow-sinners to 
mend their ways. 
Every one who has undertaken the study of the brains of any 
type knows how impossible it is to secure any adequate idea of 
what has been done by his predecessors in that direction. I t  
is true that American writers usually attempt to go over the 
literature of German, French and English neurology before 
publishing, while very few of the German authors betray a 
knowledge of anything that has been done on this side of the 
Atlantic. But, as well said by Professor Edinger, to most of us 
the writings of v. Gudden and much of Meynert’s work remain 
a sealed book. This is due in part to unnecessary involution 
of descriptions, but chiefly to the use of an unexplained term- 
inology and the lack of detailed figures. The writer gladly 
seconds the recommendation that all figures be supplied with 
adequate reference letters fully explained in an accessible part 
of the paper or, better still, that all plates have full data printed 
on the plate. It is certainly desirable that there should be as 
many synthetic diagrams as possible, but we should prefer that 
there should also be given full illustrations of the actual prepar- 
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ations used. We confess that we are often in doubt in the case 
of Edinger’s masterly drawings as to how much is interpretation. 
It is well that the writer should give his own deterrnina- 
tions, but in the unraveling of tortuous tracts which anastomose 
in the most complicated manner he arrogates a great deal to his 
own powers who denies that he may have arrived at erroneous 
conclusions and it is due the student that he should have the 
opportunity to draw his own deductions. In fact, it often hap- 
pens that drawings made with the greatest possible faithfulness 
to nature will supply the subsequent observer with the means 
of interpreting his own results in the light of his author and 
thus even errors become of use. I t  is doubtless true that a 
writer who has been spending many months in the closest study 
of an intricate problem finds it impossible to realize how ob- 
scure many points, which for him have dropped into the back- 
ground of assumed fact, will seem to the reader. The present 
writer remembers the surprise with which he read in Edinger’s 
recent work on the thalamus of reptiles that 6 d  the mammillare 
has perhaps not escaped the notice of Herrick.” Is it possible 
that this and so many other familiar parts recognized by the 
writer years ago cannot be identified in his writings and must 
reappear (often under new names) as new discoveries in a work 
of so carefal a writer as our colleague! This will no doubt 
prove the source of chagrin to many a student who, in the ar- 
dor of his pursuit of the yet unsolved, neglects or postpones 
the duty of making a complete rCsumC of his own work and 
such an analysis as will prevent the ambiguity referred to. 
For most of us I fancy the labor of composition and revision is 
so great and seems so unprofitable, so long as there remain sec- 
tions to study and new facts to garner in, that the necessity for 
the kind of consideration of the reader for which Professor Ed- 
inger pleads does not appear till too late. 
In the matter of nomenclature it is plain that everything 
must be sacrificed to intelligibility. The introduction of new 
terms does not necessarily introduce obscurity. Professor Eding- 
er has introduced more new terms than any other writer of our ac- 
quaintance but they are of a character to explain themselves or 
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are defined. Where the two known termini of a tract appear 
in the name it does not suffer from the reproach of ambiguity. 
The strongest argument in favor of the reform terminology, or 
‘‘ Wilder nomenclature, ” as it is sometimes erroneously called, 
is the fact that every one can determine the meaning of its 
names. This cannot be said of the peculiar mixture which is 
seen in the writings of English and continental authors, upon 
whom the report of the German Nomenclature Commission 
seems to have produced no appreciable effect. 
One other suggestion and we have done. No writer who 
cares for his future peace of mind should permit a technical ar- 
ticle to appear without the benefit of his personal revision upon 
the proof. In no instance of the writer’s experience has this 
simple precaution been omitted when the results have not 
proved disasterous, often to the extent that the paper would 
gladly be relegated to forgetfulness. 
C. L. HERKICK. 
